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Introduction 
AECOM is commissioned to lead on Sustainability Appraisal (SA) in support of the emerging Vale of 
Aylesbury Local Plan (VALP).  Once adopted, the plan will allocate land for development and set policies to 
guide decisions on development and changes to how land is used. 

SA is a mechanism for considering and communicating the likely effects of an emerging plan, and 
alternatives, with a view to avoiding and mitigating adverse effects and maximising the positives.  SA for 
Local Plans is a legal requirement, in-line with the EU Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive. 

The Local Plan is at an advanced stage of preparation, with the ‘proposed submission’ version currently 
published for consultation, under Regulation 19 of the Local Planning Regulations.  An SA Report is 
published alongside the Proposed Submission VALP, in accordance with the Regulations. 

This is a Non-technical Summary (NTS) of the SA Report. 

Structure of the SA Report / this NTS 

SA reporting essentially involves answering the following questions in turn: 

1. What has plan-making / SA involved up to this point? 

 i.e. preceding finalisation of proposals for consultation. 

2. What are the appraisal findings at this current stage? 

 i.e. in relation to the proposals published for consultation. 

3. What are the next steps? 

Each of these questions is answered in turn below.  Firstly though there is a need to set the scene further by 
answering the question ‘What’s the scope of the SA?’ 

What’s the scope of the SA? 

The scope of the SA is reflected in a list of sustainability objectives.  Taken together, this list indicates the 
parameters of SA, and provides a methodological ‘framework’ for appraisal. 
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Sustainability issues and objectives (the SA framework)  

Sustainability objective Sustainability issues 

1. Protect, enhance and manage biodiversity 
and geodiversity 

 Internally and nationally designated sites  

 Locally designated sites 

 Biodiversity at the landscape scale 

2. Minimise the district's contribution to climate 
change (‘mitigation’) 

 Emissions from transport 

 Emissions from the built environment 

3. Plan for the anticipated levels of climate 

change (‘adaptation’) 
 Increased flood risk 

 Water resources 

4. Safeguard and improve community, health, 

safety and well-being. 
 Community, health, sport and leisure facilities 

 Open space and green infrastructure 

 Needs of the ageing population 

5 Develop a dynamic, diverse and knowledge-based 

economy that excels in innovation with higher 
value, lower impact activities. 

 Employment land to meet the varying needs of 
businesses. 

6. Protect, enhance and manage sites, features and 

areas of historical, cultural heritage and 
archaeological importance 

 Designated assets/areas and their settings 

 Non-designated assets/areas and their settings 

7. Provide affordable and good quality housing for 
all. 

 Objectively assessed housing needs 

 Mix of types and tenures 

 Specialist housing needs 

8. Protect, enhance and manage the character and 

appearance of the landscape and townscape, 

maintaining and strengthening distinctiveness and 
its special qualities 

 Chilterns AONB  

 Locally important landscapes  

 Character of the wider countryside 

 Townscapes and sensitive settlement edges. 

9. Protect and conserve natural resources  Best and most versatile agricultural land  

 Remediation of contaminated land 

 Mineral deposits 

10. Reduce air, soil and water pollution  Point source and diffuse pollution 

 Pollution hotspots, including AQMAs 

11. Increase the proportion of travel by sustainable 
modes, reduce the need to travel and improve the 

efficiency of transport networks 

 Walking, cycling and public transport 

 Traffic congestion hotspots 

 Infrastructure upgrades 

12. Reduce waste generation and disposal, and 
achieve the sustainable management of waste 

 Local and strategic facilities for waste 
separation, recycling and recovery. 
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PLAN-MAKING / SA UP TO THIS POINT 
An important element of the required SA process involves appraising reasonable alternatives in time to 
inform development of the draft proposals, and then publishing information on reasonable alternatives for 
consultation alongside the draft proposals.   

As such, Part 1 of the SA Report explains how work was undertaken to develop and appraise a ‘reasonable’ 
range of alternative approaches to site allocation, or reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, ahead of 
finalising the draft proposals for consultation. 

Specifically, Part 1 of the report -  

1) explains the process of establishing the reasonable spatial strategy alternatives; 

2) presents the outcomes of appraising the reasonable spatial strategy alternatives; and 

3) explains reasons for establishing the preferred spatial strategy option, in light of the appraisal. 

Establishing reasonable alternatives 

The main report explains how reasonable alternatives were established subsequent to a lengthy process of 
gathering evidence and examining options.  The process can be summarised in a flow diagram (see below).     

The process of establishing the reasonable alternatives (summary) 

 

The reasonable alternatives ultimately arrived at are presented in two tables below – the first presenting the 
alternatives in summary, and the second presenting them in detail - and then across a series of maps. 

The reasonable spatial strategy alternatives (summary) 

Option 
Summary description 

‘Do min’ allocations at all settlements plus higher growth options involving… 

% buffer over 
28,770 target 

1 HELAA suitable sites 3.7 

2 HELAA suitable sites except where in conflict with a Neighbourhood Plan -1.4 

3 HELAA suitable sites except at MK edge; bring in Halton Camp 0.2 

4 HELAA suitable sites except at MK edge; bring in Aston Clinton -0.7 

5 HELAA suitable sites except at MK edge; bring in Halton Camp and Aston Clinton 2.8 

6 Maximum growth at the MK edge 2.1 

7 A new settlement West of Haddenham 2.1 

8 A new settlement East of Haddenham 2.1 

9 A new settlement at Winslow 2.1 
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The reasonable spatial strategy alternatives (detail) 

Settlement hierarchy 
Constant 

or 
variable? 

Do minimum 
allocations 

Allocations over-and-above 'Do minimum' 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9 

All 
HELAA 
suitable 

Reduce 
in-line 

with NPs 

Nil at MK 
edge; 

 
bring in H' 

Camp 

Nil at MK 
edge; 

 
bring in 

AC 

Nil at MK 
edge;  

 
bring in H' 

Camp 
and AC 

Do min 
except 

MK edge 

Do min 
except W 
of H'ham 

Do min 
except 
East of 
H'ham 

Do min 
except N 
of W'low 

Aylesbury Constant 7810 
         

Milton Keynes edge 

Variable 

1855 2000 2000 
   

3000 
   

Buckingham 300 550 
 

550 550 550 
    

Haddenham 
 

315 
 

315 315 315 
    

Wendover 
   

1000 
 

1000 
    

Winslow 
 

585 
 

585 585 585 
    

Aston Clinton 
    

750 750 
    

Other large villages 
Constant 

308 
         

Medium Villages 274 
         

New 
settlement 

West of Haddenham 

Variable 
      

 3000  
 

East of Haddenham 
      

  3000 
 

North of Winslow 
      

   3000 

Total allocations 10547 3450 2000 2450 2200 3200 3000 3000 3000 3000 

Grand total allocations 13997 12547 12997 12747 13747 13547 13547 13547 13547 
             

Grand Total  
[allocations + completions, commitments and windfall] 

29830 28380 28830 28580 29580 29380 29380 29380 29380 

% above/below the 28,770 target 3.7 -1.4 0.2 -0.7 2.8 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 
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Appraising reasonable alternatives  

Summary alternatives appraisal findings are presented within the table below.  Within each row (i.e. for each 
of the topics that comprise the SA framework) the columns to the right hand side seek to both categorise the 
performance of each option in terms of ‘significant effects’ (using red / green) and also rank the alternatives 
in relative order of performance.   

Summary alternatives appraisal findings  

Topic 

Rank of performance / categorisation of effects 

Option 1 

All HELAA 
suitable 

Option 2 

Reduce 
in-line 

with NPs   

Option 3 

Nil at MK 
edge;  

bring in 
Halton 
Camp 

Option 4 

Nil at MK 
edge;  

bring in 
Aston 

Clinton 

Option 5 

Nil at MK 
edge;  

bring in 
Halton 

Camp & 
Aston 

Clinton 

Option 6 

Do 
minimum 

except 
MK edge 

Option 7 

Do 
minimum 
except W 

of 
Had’ham 

Option 8 

Do 
minimum 
except E 

of 
Had’ham 

Option 9 

Do 
minimum 
except N 

of 
Winslow 

Biodiversity 3 2 3 3 3 2 
   

Climate 
change 
mitigation 

2 2 2 2 2 
    

Climate 
change 
adaptation 

= = = = = = = = = 

Community 4 4 
 

3 2 
    

Economy 
  

2 2 2 
  

2 
 

Heritage 4 3 3 3 3 
 

2 2 
 

Housing 
 

5 3 2 
 

4 4 4 5 

Landscape 2 2 3 2 3 4 
   

Natural 
resources 

2 
 

2 2 2 
 

2 2 2 

Pollution  2 
 

2 2 2 2 
   

Transport 3 
    

3 2 3 
 

Waste  = = = = = = = = = 



 
SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 

 

SA REPORT: NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY 15 

 

Topic 

Rank of performance / categorisation of effects 

Option 1 

All HELAA 
suitable 

Option 2 

Reduce 
in-line 

with NPs;  

bring in 
W’dlands   

Option 3 

Reduce 
in-line 

with NPs; 
bring in 
Halton 
Camp 

Option 4 

Nil at MK 
edge and 
reduce at 
Buck’ham; 

bring in 
W’dlands 

& H’ 
Camp 

Option 5 

Nil at MK 
edge; 

bring in 
Halton 

Camp & 
Aston 

Clinton 

Option 6 

Do 
minimum 

except 
MK edge 

Option 7 

Do 
minimum 
except W 

of 
Had’ham 

Option 8 

Do 
minimum 
except E 

of 
Had’ham 

Option 9 

Do 
minimum 
except N 

of 
Winslow 

Conclusion 

All options are associated with pros and cons (as is to be expected).  Options involving a concentration of 
growth, and in particular options involving a new settlement, are notable for performing best in terms of a 
several sustainability topics; however, the appraisal also serves to indicate draw-backs.  

 Biodiversity - Options involving a concentration of growth perform well, in particular the new settlement 
options, as proposed locations are relatively unconstrained.     

 Climate change mitigation - Options 6 to 9 perform best, as they would involve the greatest 
concentration of growth.  Whilst there can be no certainty, in the absence of detailed proposals, it is fair to 
assume that a 3,000 home scheme could enable combined heat and power generation,  with a network of 
piping to provide district heating.    

 Climate change adaptation - In respect of flood risk, whilst it is not possible to differentiate the 
alternatives, ‘uncertain significant negative effects’ have been ‘flagged’ for all alternatives, as all would 
involve allocation of ‘Land north of A41’ (also known as ‘Woodlands’) at Aylesbury, which includes a large 
area of land intersecting Flood Zones 2 and 3.  There has been detailed work undertaken to explore how 
flood risk can be avoided in practice; however, it remains the case that a preferable approach, from a flood 
risk perspective, would be to leave the site in its current use.   

 Communities - Option 6 to 9 have merit in that there is a clear opportunity for concentrated housing 
growth to result in the delivery of new strategic community infrastructure.  Options 3 to 5 also perform well, 
in that there are specific growth related opportunities at Halton Camp (Wendover) and Aston Clinton (albeit 
there are also arguments against allocation at Aston Clinton).  With regards to effect significance, all 
options are judged to result in significant positive effects, once account is taken of the proposal to deliver 
employment land at the sites that are a constant across the alternatives.  

 Economy - There could be some merit to the options that would focus growth at the MK edge, or involve a 
new settlement adjoining either Haddenham or Winslow, in respect of delivering new employment land 
and/or providing for a skilled workforce in proximity to employment centres.  With regards to significance, 
all options are judged to result in significant positive effects, once account is taken of the proposal to 
contribute fully to the achievement of economic objectives at the Aylesbury Garden Town scale, and also 
at the sub-regional (FEMA) scale. 

 Heritage - Options 6 and 9 are best performing, as both would involve a focus of growth at locations that 
are relatively unconstrained - Salden Chase and North of Winslow respectively - thereby negating the 
need to ‘bring in’ more sensitive sites.  The other two new settlement options are second best performing, 
recognising that, whilst locations in question are potentially constrained, there will be good potential to 
avoid/mitigate impacts.   

 Housing - an overriding consideration relates to the extent of the contingency / buffer that is put in place, 
with other considerations relating to the need to weight growth towards the south of the District, and the 
need to allocate a mix of sites, including sites able to deliver early in the plan period.  On this basis 
Options 1 and 5 perform well.  The options involving a concentration of growth perform least well, on the 
basis of deliverability concerns.  With regard to effect significance, it is fair to conclude that all alternatives 
would result in significant positive effects, as the Local Plan would provide for the District’s OAHN figure, 
agreed unmet needs and a contingency. 
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Topic 

Rank of performance / categorisation of effects 

Option 1 

All HELAA 
suitable 

Option 2 

Reduce 
in-line 

with NPs;  

bring in 
W’dlands   

Option 3 

Reduce 
in-line 

with NPs; 
bring in 
Halton 
Camp 

Option 4 

Nil at MK 
edge and 
reduce at 
Buck’ham; 

bring in 
W’dlands 

& H’ 
Camp 

Option 5 

Nil at MK 
edge; 

bring in 
Halton 

Camp & 
Aston 

Clinton 

Option 6 

Do 
minimum 

except 
MK edge 

Option 7 

Do 
minimum 
except W 

of 
Had’ham 

Option 8 

Do 
minimum 
except E 

of 
Had’ham 

Option 9 

Do 
minimum 
except N 

of 
Winslow 

 Landscape - Options 7 to 9 perform best, as they would involve a concentration of growth at a new 
settlement.  All of the new settlement options have been identified as relatively unconstrained in landscape 
terms.  Options 2 and 5 perform less well, given the sensitivities associated with Halton Camp, and Option 
6 performs least well, given the findings of the Landscape Study in relation to a large scheme at Salden 
Chase.  With regard to significance, it is appropriate to flag ‘uncertain’ significant negative effects for 
Option 6, recognising that there would be the potential to minimise landscape impacts, through reducing 
the scale of the scheme and designing in landscaping etc.  

 Natural resources - Options 2 and 6 perform well, as development would be concentrated at sites that 
have been surveyed (or mostly surveyed) in detail, and found to comprise grade 3b - non-best and most 
versatile (BMV) - agricultural land.  With regard to effect significance, all options would result in significant 
loss of BMV agricultural land, and hence significant negative effects. 

 Pollution - The matter of ‘wastewater services’ is a key ‘pollution’ issue of relevance to the spatial 
strategy.  In particular, there is a need to direct growth to locations where there is capacity at Wastewater 
Treatment Works (WwTWs), or where there is confidence regarding the potential to generate capacity 
through upgrade works.  A recent Water Cycle Study (2017) concluded that capacity at Buckingham could 
be a constraint to growth.  There is likely to be good potential to deliver capacity upgrades as necessary, 
ahead of housing growth; however, this is uncertain at the current time, and so it is appropriate to highlight 
options involving higher growth at Buckingham as performing poorly. 

 Transport - there is evidence to suggest that options involving high growth along the A421 corridor - 
namely Options 1 and 6 - could result in problematic traffic congestion, ahead of upgrades to the road.  It 
is also considered that Winslow performs better than Haddenham as a location for a new settlement, and 
that the worst performing new settlement option is the option of a stand-alone new settlement to the east 
of Haddenham.  With regard to effect significance, the overriding consideration is that all options will 
involve delivery of Aylesbury Garden Town ambitions, many of which relate to transport infrastructure 
upgrades.  As such, whilst all options will result in mixed effects, and there are a range of risks and 
uncertainties, it is appropriate to conclude significant positive effects overall, for all options. 

 Waste - Waste management objectives are not applicable to the current appraisal.  It should be possible 
to manage waste sustainably under any reasonably foreseeable scenario.  

The intention is for the Council and stakeholders to take these findings into account when considering how 
best to ‘trade-off’ between competing objectives, and establish the ‘most sustainable’ option 
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Establishing the preferred option 

The Council’s preferred approach is Option 3, which the appraisal finds to have ‘pros and cons’, as per all 
other options.  The following text, which is provided by the Council explains the reasons for supporting 
Option 3 -  

The context in which the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan is being developed means that it will have to 
deliver significantly more growth that has been delivered in in the past, and do this with consideration 
to the many Neighbourhood Plans that have been produced by local communities in the district 
whilst it has been emerging.   

Aylesbury Vale is a large rural district with a large number of settlements and is relatively 
unconstrained with just a small amount of Green Belt and AONB.  Therefore it is recognised that it is 
possible to generate a number of potential options for where this growth could happen.  All the 
reasonable alternatives identified in the SA have potential benefits and drawbacks in sustainability 
terms.  Option 3 is nevertheless the Council’s preferred option for a number of reasons that are set 
out below.   

 Settlement hierarchy - The starting point for allocating growth in the plan should be the settlement 
hierarchy, which places each settlement within a category ranging from sub-regional strategic 
settlement to other settlement.  This is based on a combination of criteria from the population of a 
settlement and the services/facilities it contains.  Option 3 reflects the settlement hierarchy, 
allowing for a good range of opportunities for people to live in a place that meets their needs.  

 Aylesbury - Aylesbury is a large market town and has a significantly higher population than the 
other settlements within the district, with a population of 71,500 within the urban area and also a 
substantially higher level of facilities.  As such, Aylesbury is recognised in the Settlement Hierarchy 
(2017) as being the primary settlement in the district – a ‘sub-regional strategic settlement’ and is a 
highly sustainable location for growth.  Aylesbury is therefore the focus of the majority of the 
district’s housing growth.  Aylesbury also has garden town status based on it delivering a significant 
growth, consistent with the garden town bid document of 2016.  All the possible growth that can be 
allocated at Aylesbury is therefore considered a constant and is included in all the options including 
Option 3. 

 Strategic settlements - The Settlement Hierarchy (2017) then identifies the next tier of settlements 
– ‘strategic settlements’ – comprising Buckingham, Haddenham, Winslow and Wendover.  These 
settlements have a significantly higher population and range of services and facilities in comparison 
to the other settlements and play important roles in acting as service centres for smaller rural 
settlements too.  Therefore, they are very sustainable locations for growth, and, after Aylesbury, 
should provide for the highest level of housing growth in the district.  Option 3 includes ‘higher’ 
growth at all these settlements. 

 Halton Camp is supported by the appraisal in terms of ‘communities’ related objectives, and also 
performs well for transport, pollution and natural resources.  Halton Camp doesn’t perform so well 
relatively in terms of biodiversity because of the proximity to the Wendover Woods Local Wildlife 
Site, heritage because of the heritage constraints at Halton Camp, housing because of the need for 
the RAF to vacate the site first with the potential complexities  and landscape because of the 
location of Halton Camp next to the AONB.  Halton camp, whilst it has the potential drawbacks, 
does however have the benefit of being a brownfield site next to the strategic settlement of 
Wendover which would have no growth other than this.  There are existing buildings on the site, so 
it will be possible to limit impacts by redeveloping and re-using existing buildings, but its 
redevelopment would need to be sensitively done in order to reduce the heritage, biodiversity and 
landscape concerns. 

  



 
SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 

 

SA REPORT: NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY 18 

 

 Milton Keynes - Whilst Option 3 doesn’t include any further growth at the edge of Milton Keynes, 
there is already a site at the edge of Milton Keynes, known as Salden Chase, that is a constant 
across all the options and benefits from a resolution to approve subject to approval of a Section 
106 agreement.  As a large, mixed use extension (to include a secondary school) to Milton Keynes, 
it will help to meet housing needs arising from the northern part of Aylesbury Vale which falls within 
the Milton Keynes functional HMA.  The housing need from this HMA area has been factored into 
the overall housing requirement for Aylesbury Vale when the ‘best fit’ HMA housing need was 
established. There will however be a proportion of the need being generated within the area this 
functional HMA covers so having a large housing allocation within this area wi ll ensure needs 
arising from this HMA are met where they arise. 

 New settlement - Options 6 – 9 involve a new settlement and ‘do minimum’ allocations at other 
settlements.  The appraisal finds these options to perform relatively well in terms of certain 
objectives; however, a significant factor which will influence which of these options is most suitable 
will be the route of the proposed Oxford to Cambridge Expressway.  The exact route for this is not 
decided yet so it is considered premature to make any decision on a new settlement until the route 
is clarified.  A new settlement might be required in a Local Plan review, by which time it should be 
clear what the proposed route of the expressway will be and an informed decision can then be 
made.  

 Housing - Option 3 would mean a significant amount of the growth would be distributed in the south 
of the district, in Wendover and Haddenham as well as Aylesbury.  This has the benefit that new 
housing and employment would be provided in locations closest to where the unmet need is arising 
from, those districts to the south of Aylesbury Vale.  

 Employment - The identified need for employment land from the HEDNA is for 26ha, however there 
is already a significant level of commitments for employment land in the district which exceeds this 
requirement.  The districts to the south will be transferring unmet employment need which will 
absorb some of the over provision and market and trend based evidence also indicates that the 
expected growth may not be taking place as predicted. On top of this the Council’s early local plan 
review will address the employment needs generated by the Oxford Cambridge Expressway, 
expected significant further housing need in Aylesbury Vale, which will is likely to be amplified by 
the Government’s new OAN calculation method, and the expectation that further unmet need from 
adjacent councils will need to be accommodated in the future.  Therefore the council is taking a 
precautionary approach by only releasing a limited amount of employment land, and then 
committing to monitoring employment development ahead of an early local plan review. There are 
therefore no new allocations for employment and the majority of existing allocations are retained 
within the plan.  The employment land has also been appraised for its quality. 

 Land - It is recognised that Option 3 does mean the loss of some high quality agricultural land 
which the NPPF states should be avoided if possible.  Brownfield land has therefore been used 
where available but is limited in the district.  The most sustainable settlements in the district are 
encircled by swaths of high quality agricultural land meaning it is hard to avoid some loss, and 
there is a need to balance the loss of this against ensuring that new housing is located in these 
most sustainable locations.  

 Climate Change - There is a policy in the plan to encourage assessments to be carried out for 
District heating although no specific opportunity has yet been identified.  Viability and the 
prioritisation of other requirements such as affordable housing and road infrastructure has meant it 
hasn’t come forward as yet although more work will be done to look at carbon reducing measures 
in general as part of Aylesbury Garden Town work. 

In summary, whilst the alternatives appraisal has highlighted some drawbacks with Option 3 it is 
considered the most sustainable of the options.  Option 3 also reflects the findings from other 
evidence documents and takes account of feedback from the previous public consultations held on 
the plan.  
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APPRAISAL FINDINGS AT THIS STAGE 
Part 2 of the SA Report presents an appraisal of the Proposed Submission VALP.  Appraisal findings are 
presented as a series of narratives under the ‘SA framework’ headings.  The conclusion from each narrative 
is repeated here. 

Biodiversity 

The spatial strategy does not lead to significant conflicts with biodiversity objectives, recognising that 
Aylesbury is a relatively unconstrained District, with areas of biodiversity sensitivity tending to be located 
away from potential growth locations.  The proposed allocation at Halton Camp is located in a sensitive 
location, at the District’s southern extent adjacent to Wendover Woods Local Wildlife Site (LWS), and the 
proposed extension north of Maids Moreton is in close proximity to a SSSI, but no other sites are likely to 
impact on a LWS, SSSI or any other designated site of equivalent or greater importance.  Proposed strategic 
extensions to Buckingham and Winslow are both notably subject to a degree of constraint; however, the 
scale of these sites - as per other strategic sites - should ensure good opportunity to incorporate areas of 
sensitivity into green infrastructure. 

Site specific policy for the proposed new communities at Aylesbury Garden Town are somewhat lacking in 
detail; however, other site specific policies reference a range of site specific issues and opportunities.  
Overall, there is some confidence that consideration has been given to the potential for sites to be 
implemented in a coordinated fashion, leading to the achievement of strategic, landscape-scale biodiversity 
objectives.   

District-wide thematic policy is robust, having evidently been developed taking into account a range of 
evidence-base sources, the views of specialists and consultation responses received.  A carefully considered 
approach to the achievement of ‘net biodiversity gains’ is presented; however, it is recommended that further 
methodological guidance could be provided through policy, including for specific development sites (i.e. 
policy might establish what ‘net biodiversity gain’ means in the context of specific sites).  

In conclusion, significant negative effects are not predicted.  There is a possibility that significant positive 
effects might be realised, were site-specific policy to be supplemented. 

Climate change mitigation 

Focusing on CO2 emissions from the built environment only (with emissions from transport considered 
separately, below), there is a theoretical argument to suggest that the spatial strategy performs well, given 
support for large scale urban extensions to Aylesbury, Milton Keynes, Buckingham, Haddenham and 
Winslow, including schemes above 500 homes that could potentially give rise to opportunity to design-in low 
carbon infrastructure and/or achieve higher standards of sustainable design and construction above the 
standards set by Building Regulations.  However, in practice, going by recent experience of large scale 
schemes that have gained planning permission, it is not clear whether opportunities will be realised. 

Policy C3 (Renewable Energy) is ambitious in that it encourages schemes over a certain size threshold to 
explore options for low carbon energy infrastructure / decentralised energy; however, there may be the 
potential to ‘go further’, and potentially go as far as to establish requirement for certain key sites (e.g. the 
large urban extension sites of 1,000 homes plus). 

In conclusion, the plan should help to reduce per capita CO2 emissions from the built environment; however, 
there is the potential to ‘go further’ through policy (as is invariably the case with Local Plans, which have to 
balance such policy requirements against viability considerations, and the need to also deliver on competing 
objectives, e.g. affordable housing).  Significant effects are not predicted, recognising that climate change 
mitigation is a global issue. 

Climate change adaptation 

There are mixed effects associated with the spatial strategy.  On one hand, one of the proposed new garden 
communities at Aylesbury (‘Land north of A41’) is clearly less than ideal in flood risk terms; however, on the 
other hand, several sites are set to deliver strategic flood risk attenuation measures, i.e. measures that will 
serve to reduce existing flood risk. 
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The proposed policy approach is robust, and it is noted that work has been ongoing to ensure robust policy 
requirements for ‘Land north of A41’. 

In conclusion, there is a need to ‘flag’ uncertain negative effects, recognising that work remains ongoing to 
establish precisely how flood risk will be avoided at ‘Land north of A41’.  

Communities 

An ambitious growth strategy is proposed, in particular for the four main settlements, where the proposal is to 
support an increase in dwelling stock of greater than 50% over the plan period.  Housing development of this 
scale inevitably creates tensions with the achievement of communities related objectives, in particular due to 
the potential for increased pressure on infrastructure that may already be stretched to capacity.  However, 
the proposal is to target growth - most notably at Aylesbury - such that new development can bring with it 
new strategic infrastructure, to the benefit of both new and existing communities.   

It is also important to note that a restrained approach to growth is proposed for a number of settlements - i.e. 
an approach to growth below that which a consideration of sites in isolation (through the HELAA) would 
suggest is suitable - including villages surrounding Aylesbury, villages with high completions/commitments 
(i.e. a large number of homes that have gained planning permission ahead of VALP) and villages with a 
neighbourhood plan that has either been ‘made’ or is at an advanced stage of preparation.  

With regards to site specific and district-wide thematic policy, a great many measures are proposed that will 
seek to ensure that the negative impacts of growth on communities are minimised, and the potential 
positives realised.  In a number of instances site specific policy specifies on-site and/or offsite community 
infrastructure that should be delivered as part of any development scheme, in accordance with the Council’s 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP); and it is also important to note that Council is in the process of preparing a 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) or Local Infrastructure Tariff (LIT) for adoption in the near future.  

In conclusion, effects are mixed, and there are a range of risks and uncertainties (in particular given the 
inherent uncertainty associated with infrastructure delivery); however, given the Aylesbury Garden Town 
proposals, significant positive effects are predicted. 

Economy 

The proposal is to provide for a supply of employment land in excess of what some studies indicate to be the 
current/future demand locally.  From an ‘economy’ perspective, this approach is supported, as there is a 
need for flexibility in the employment land supply, including because oversupply in Aylesbury will be used to 
make up for shortfalls elsewhere within the Buckinghamshire Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA).  
Also supported is the proposal to focus new employment land at Aylesbury Garden Town, and specifically in 
proximity to new garden communities, and at the Woodlands/Arla Enterprise Zone.  

District-wide thematic policies are proposed to deal with the all of the matters for which policy is required 
through a Local Plan, e.g. establishing the criteria that must be met for development of: non-employment 
uses at existing employment sites; retail outside of town centres; and agriculture or tourism development in 
the countryside.  There are also three policies dedicated to Aylesbury Town Centre, where the proposal is to 
support significant growth and regeneration, in order to capitalise on the garden town opportunity.  

In conclusion, significant positive effects are predicted, recognising that the plan proposes to contribute 
fully to the achievement of economic objectives at scales ranging from the town-specific to the sub-regional 
(FEMA). 

Heritage 

The proposed expansion of Aylsebury gives rise to relatively few heritage concerns, although there are some 
heritage assets that will need to be taken into account at the planning application stage (and the potential to 
strengthen policy wording, to ensure that this is the case, has been identified).  Elsewhere there are relatively 
few instances of proposed allocations intersecting, abutting or within close proximity to (and thereby likely to 
be within the setting of) heritage assets, reflecting the fact that heritage has been applied as a key constraint 
through the HELAA and wider site selection process.  However, there are some instances of potential 
conflict, perhaps most notably at Haddenham, where the proposed 315 home extension abuts the 
conservation area.  RAF Halton is of significant heritage value, but it seems likely that a sympathetic, 
‘heritage-led’ redevelopment can be implemented.  The proposed Masterplan SPD should help to ensure 
that this is the case. 



 
SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 

 

SA REPORT: NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY 21 

 

Numerous site specific policies reference the need to account for and address heritage constraint; however, 
there is some variability across policies, and a number of opportunities to potentially strengthen policy 
wording have been highlighted. 

In conclusion, whilst there will be impacts to a number of heritage assets, the number of such assets is 
relatively few, in the context of the district as a whole.  Significant negative effects are not predicted. 

Housing 

A very positive approach to providing for housing needs is proposed, recognising that housing needs arise 
not only from within Aylesbury Vale District, but also from elsewhere within the Buckinghamshire Housing 
Market Area (HMA), and that Aylesbury is the best placed of the Buckinghamshire authorities to provide for 
housing needs.  The spatial distribution of housing growth is also broadly supported, with work having been 
completed to demonstrate that 16,558 homes can be delivered at Aylesbury across the plan period, i.e. it is 
not the case that infrastructure delivery or problems of local market saturation will be a barrier to delivering 
this quantum of growth at the town (with implications for the housing trajectory / maintenance of a rolling five 
year housing land supply).  

Policy is proposed to ensure that a range of specific and specialist housing needs are met, including 
affordable housing needs and the needs of Gypsy/Traveller and Travelling Showpeople communities.  With 
regards to affordable housing, viability work leads to the conclusion that policy can require 25% affordable 
housing on developments of 11 or more dwellings.  With regards to Gypsy/Traveller and Travelling 
Showpeople, the proposal is to take a precautionary approach, in that accommodation will be provided over-
and-above that necessary to meet the needs of those ‘known’ to travel (i.e. lead a nomadic life).  This reflects 
the likelihood that a number of those ‘unknown’ to travel will travel.  Government guidance states that 
pitches/plots must be provided only for those known to travel.  

In conclusion, significant positive effects are predicted. 

Landscape 

Landscape has been applied as a key constraint through the site selection process, informed by a bespoke 
Landscape Study, which informed both the selection of sites and the definition of site extents (i.e. the study 
served to inform amendments to site boundaries in a number of instances).  Allocations within designated 
landscapes - i.e. the nationally designated Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the 
locally designated Areas of Attractive Landscapes (AALs) Local Landscape Areas (LLAs) - have been 
avoided, and allocations within more sensitive non-designated landscapes have also been avoided, informed 
by the Landscape Study.  The primary concern potentially results from the expansion of Aylesbury to the 
south and southeast, in the direction of the Chiltern’s AONB (and also a 40 home allocation at Edlesborough, 
in close proximity to the AONB); however, a recently completed study examining the ‘cumulative effects’ of 
growth at Aylesbury concluded that significant landscape and visual effects on the AONB are unlikely.  

Site specific policies for the new communities at the edge of Aylesbury Garden town mostly include stringent 
wording in respect of landscape, and it seems fair to conclude that a ‘landscape-led’ approach is proposed.  
Numerous other site specific policies also set policy to ensure that landscape capacity is not breached 
unduly, for example policy for the ‘Land north of Rosemary Lane’ site at Haddenham (315 homes) states: 
“The development will limit built form with no development past where the land rises to the north west of the 
site, following a similar line of built form to that in the approved scheme on the adjacent airfield site.” 

In conclusion, significant negative effects are not predicted, although there remains considerable 
uncertainty ahead of detailed masterplanning.   

Natural resources 

Whilst the proposal to expand Aylesbury is supported, other aspects of the spatial strategy are more 
questionable, including the proposal to support high growth at Buckingham, Haddenham and Winslow.  All 
three of these settlements are associated mainly with best and most versatile agricultural land. 

With regards to thematic policy, Policy NE8 (Best and most versatile agricultural land) is of particular note.  It 
states: “Where development of best and more versatile agricultural land is proposed, planning consent will 
not be granted unless: there are no otherwise suitable sites of  poorer agricultural quality that can 
accommodate the development and the benefits of the proposed development outweighs the harm resulting 
from the significant  loss of agricultural land.”   
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In conclusion, proposed allocations will result in the loss of a significant area of best and most versatile 
agricultural land, and hence significant negative effects are predicted. 

Pollution 

The matter of ‘wastewater services’ is a key ‘pollution’ issue of relevance to the spatial strategy.  In 
particular, there is a need to direct growth to locations where there is capacity at Wastewater Treatment 
Works (WwTWs), or where there is confidence regarding the potential to generate capacity through upgrade 
works.  Breach of capacity at a WwTW can result in significant pollution to the water environment.  A recent 
Water Cycle Study (2017) concluded that capacity at Buckingham WwTW could be a constraint to growth at 
Buckingham and Maids Moreton. 

Policy I5 (Water resources) is of central importance.  It states that “Where appropriate, phasing of 
development will be used to enable the relevant water infrastructure to be put in place and planning 
obligations will be used to secure contributions to capacity improvements required as a result of 
development.”  Furthermore, site specific policies for the proposed allocations at Buckingham and Maids 
Moreton all require: “An assessment of sewerage capacity and water resources and water supply… in 
consultation with Anglian Water”. The site specific policies go on to state that: “The Buckingham Wastewater 
Treatment Works needs upgrading and the delivery of the site will need to work  with Anglian Water's Asset 
Management Plan for delivering the needed upgrade.” 

In conclusion, there is a need to ‘flag’ uncertain negative effects, given the issue of WwWT capacity at 
Buckingham; however, site specific policy should serve to ensure delivery of capacity upgrades as 
necessary, ahead of housing growth. 

Transport 

The proposed high growth strategy at Aylesbury Garden Town is driven to a large extent by the ambition to 
create a network of outer link roads - which together will comprise the majority of an outer ring road - to 
reduce pressure on the town centre and radial roads.  This in turn will support improved public transport, and 
walking/cycling (with wide ranging benefits over-and-above ‘traffic’ benefits, e.g. with regards to minimising 
CO2 emissions and air pollution, and supporting healthy lifestyles).  Each proposed new garden community 
will deliver a segment of the ring road, and hence is very valuable from a transport perspective; however, it is 
noted that the new communities (and ‘Land north of the A41 in particular) will be some distance from 
Aylesbury Town Centre.   

Other key notable aspects of the spatial strategy include: the proposed high growth strategy at Buckingham, 
which could potentially result in worsened traffic congestion along the A421; and the reduced quantum of 
growth proposed at lower order villages (albeit a relatively high growth strategy is proposed for some 
villages, e.g. Steeple Claydon). 

With regards to site specific and thematic policy, perhaps of greatest note is the proposed vision presented 
as part of D-AGT3 (Land north of A41), which states: “This will provide a self-contained, employment-led, 
highly sustainable, community giving people who choose to live or work  here easy access on foot or cycle to 
day to day facilities, all within an exceptional environment.”  Much of the proposed scheme will be beyond 
3km distant of Aylesbury Town Centre, and so it will be important to ensure not only a high degree of ‘self-
containment’, but also excellent links by public transport.  

In conclusion, whilst effects are mixed and there are a range of risks and uncertainties, it is appropriate to 
conclude significant positive effects overall, recognising the potential for growth at Aylesbury to deliver 
quite transformational change.  

Waste 

It is not clear that the spatial strategy has any implications for the achievement of waste management 
objectives.  There are not known to be any proposed sites that might alternatively be used for a waste 
management use (albeit the Buckinghamshire Replacement Minerals and Waste Local Plan is in an early 
stage of preparation),1 and it is not clear that there are any issues in terms of Household Waste Recycling 
Centre capacity.   

                                              
1
 See https://www.buckscc.gov.uk/services/environment/planning/minerals-and-waste-planning-policy/replacement-minerals-and-waste-

local-plan/  

https://www.buckscc.gov.uk/services/environment/planning/minerals-and-waste-planning-policy/replacement-minerals-and-waste-local-plan/
https://www.buckscc.gov.uk/services/environment/planning/minerals-and-waste-planning-policy/replacement-minerals-and-waste-local-plan/


 
SA of the Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan 

 

SA REPORT: NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY 23 

 

Waste management is not referenced in thematic policy within the VALP.  It is recommended that policy 
wording be added to ensure that schemes are designed with waste management (e.g. facilities for waste 
sorting and storage) in mind. 

Significant effects are not predicted.   

Conclusions on the Proposed Submission VALP 

The appraisal finds the Proposed Submission VALP to perform well in terms of a number of sustainability 
objectives, with ‘significant positive effects’ predicted in terms of Communities, Economy, Housing and 
Transport.  These significant positive effects mostly relate to the proposal to meet objectively  assessed 
needs - as established by the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) - and 
focus growth so as to support community and transport infrastructure upgrades.     

Under one heading - Natural resources - it is fair to conclude ‘significant negative effects’, as the proposed 
strategy will result in significant loss of best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land.  Several proposed 
growth locations are associated BMV agricultural land. 

Also, the appraisal concludes ‘uncertain negative effects’ in respect of two topics:  Climate change 
adaptation’, on the basis that one of the proposed new garden communities at Aylesbury (‘Land north of 
A41’) is less than ideal in flood risk terms,; and ‘Pollution’, on the basis that a high growth strategy at 
Buckingham / Maids Moreton will necessitate major to the wastewater treatment works (if a risk of pollution 
incidents is to be avoided). 

The Council, and the appointed Planning Inspector, can give consideration to these appraisal conclusions 
during the Examination in Public.  Similarly, the Council / Inspector should give consideration to suggested 
specific changes to policy wording.  Suggested changes cover - Biodiversity (including around the matter of 
setting requirements ‘biodiversity gain’); Climate change mitigation (in particular, policy might set more 
stringent requirements for low carbon infrastructure, albeit viability is constraining factor); Climate change 
adaptation (in particular, detail might be added to policy requirements for ‘Land north of A41’); Communities 
(at two large sites further consideration might be given to targeted community infrastructure delivery); 
Pollution (policy dealing with water, noise and air pollution could all feasibly be supplemented with added 
detail); Transport (AGT policies might discuss links to the town centre more explicitly); and Waste (a thematic 
policy could be added). 

Cumulative effects 

The SA process has included a focus on effects not just at the Aylesbury District scale, but at appropriate 
larger than local functional scales, most notably the Buckinghamshire scale, which is known to be a 
functional Housing Market Area (HMA) and Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA).  As part of this, there 
has been a need to recognise that the baseline situation is one whereby Wycombe and Chiltern / South 
Bucks will be pursuing their own planning objectives, i.e. there is a need to recognise that the VALP will not 
be implemented in a vacuum, but rather will impact cumulatively.   

Housing and economic growth matters have emerged as the key ‘larger than local’ consideration, and in 
respect of these two matters (only) the conclusion is that the plan performs well (see discussion of significant 
positive effects under the ‘Housing’ and ‘Economy and employment’ headings).   

Finally, under the banner of ‘cumulative effects’ it is important to recognise that emerging plans/strategies 
outside of the control of VALP could potentially trigger a Local Plan Review.  The plan is clear that an early 
review may be needed to address the impact of the Government’s new standard OAHN calculation, further 
unmet need, if applicable, and the location of the Oxford Cambridge Expressway.  The plan is also clear that 
the implication could well be the need to allocate a new settlement.  
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Next steps 
Part 3 of the SA Report answers – What happens next? – by discussing plan finalisation and monitoring.   

Plan finalisation 

Subsequent to publication, the main issues raised will be identified and summarised by the Council, who will 
then consider whether the plan can still be deemed to be ‘sound’.  Assuming that this is the case, the plan 
(and the summary of representations received) will be submitted for Examination.   

At Examination a government appointed Planning Inspector will consider representations (in addition to the 
SA Report and other evidence) before determining whether the plan is sound (or requires modifications).  

If found to be ‘sound’ the plan will be formally adopted by the Council.  At the time of Adoption an ‘SA 
Statement’ will be published that sets out (amongst other things) ‘measures decided concerning monitoring’.   

Monitoring 

At the current time, there is a need only to present ‘measures envisaged concerning monitoring’.   

Policy S10 (Monitoring and Review) states that: 

“The policies in the plan will be monitored at least annually to ascertain whether or not they are 
fulfilling their aims.  The plan will be reviewed, or proposals for alternative sus tainable sites 
considered favourably (subject to compliance with other policies in the plan), in any of the following 
circumstances:  

a. Site allocations are not coming forward at the rate anticipated in the housing trajectory, leading to 
development not being delivered at the rate expected in the plan;  

b. Evidence established through another local planning authority’s local plan process show that its 
unmet need can only be accommodated in Aylesbury Vale;  

c. Changes in national planning policy and guidance that mean one or more of the policies in the 
plan are not up to date; or  

d. Evidence in the monitoring report shows that one or more of the policies in the plan are not 
achieving the plan’s objectives or is work ing contrary to effective planning in the district.” 

This commitment to plan review ‘triggers’ is supported.  In addition, given appraisal findings discussed 
above, it is suggested that monitoring might focus on -  

 Flood risk associated with ‘water compatible uses’ in the flood risk zone, including offsite flood risk; 

 Waste-water treatment upgrades, and water quality more generally;  

 Delivery of low carbon infrastructure; and 

 Travel patterns associated with residents of new garden communities.  

 


	NTS.pdf
	Figure D1 - Reasonable Alternatives Option 2.pdf
	Figure D1 - Reasonable Alternatives Option 4.pdf
	Figure D1 - Reasonable Alternatives Option 4.pdf
	Figure D1 - Reasonable Alternatives Option 2.pdf

